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Bt {5 A H AR CER A J AL {5 e & B BB A, AT R H - R | BB {5 B 55
VA {5 7 A & 5 (Boswell Fl1Olson-Buchanan, 2007 ) . ZEIC T 5, A4 A BAFIZL S T AR
AT AE 5 S —— T AE % 47 0 B (Schlosser, 2002 ) . TAE @ AT A A F= KT 5 B
ARANH, A8 A AE AR TAE B 8] 58 i 38 (5 15 A R A 3 TAE s E 2 5 IR A8 1T
(Jarvenpaa®,2005 ; RichardsonflIBenbunan-Fich,2011) . IEAFGT R B , TAEZE @ T MR
PR T A4 5 FF T AR 40 ] 8 53 FR A & AR (Kaufman-Scarborough, 2006 ) , 7847 A FRARAE
B[RS, 5 | & T — 2R 40 A0 TR0 I 25 #6925 (Richardson Al Benbunan-Fich, 2011) .
TE 40 W) B i (At S R, T AR S AT R B 2 5 | ke [ A2 35 A v B A (A
Schlosser, 2002 ), {H i A 5 | R [ Py 2435 19 )12 & . HET, o E R AL T A R17.5142, kit
s B #A: 2018-01-22
EEWE: BR A AHF A 2® LT A (71872102) ; 4 F A LA FHF AR A 2T B (17YJA630093) ;
L R AR FF & E B3 R R (16CQXI06) 5 h A R F R AR FHFF 4 “F&F
5577 B (2015WLIHLS)

TEEEMN: £ AM(1994—), %, LA K FEEFRMENT L,
JER#(1980—), %, b A R FFEF AL, B4 F0F GERAES ).,
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L FH LTI 68 FH LA B S 43 A B A 1 K (43 5113599.0% ,95.6%193.7% )V ST i, A
RGN TAEZE BT A BME S i 2 B Rt I T3 2 PR R AR 45 R 550 T R 40
FREEFFPEOY T B N AMESASY, B4 T A B A e Z A A8 T AR R, LU R T e v
S BE T B TARE AT e S B AR e 5 a1 %

—. ITEEETANNEEERIERIE

(— ) NI 7 AR R Ak e

DA DG T AR T A IR 9 B o 388 A R AR 8 BTN TR A 58, 6 TAE A T
SR IR TR FHOR AT R AR TAE T 20 55 201 200K, — RAIBHL AT (e A
R AT RE (Nilles, 1998) , AN AT i F 38 15 AT LB R ZEARAL GE I A 5 7 56 1 TAE
(BaileyfllKurland, 2002 ) . % F It , Schlosser (2002 ) B YK #E4k HH « TAE % 18 (workplace/
work connectivity )—1] , JH I F e AR RS 5 oLk i 45 A B T AR IV AT R B
23 ST R AL G T AR Ty sk 23 BRI 4 o5, A0 $2 Hh <l TAER ] T AR 3847 0 (work
connectivity behavior after-hours )&, Hifs OMAL LU 3 AEAE T AR [R) 4 AR 45 X o2k
WA HITIS S T ARSI R R 355 — £ 5147 M (RichardsonflIBenbunan-Fich, 2011 ; B £ 54,
2014) AEBCAFFR B B , T TAEIEEAT I3 2 R TANMKRLEE TAER A 5 T AR A8 38
F 55 Wi & (Reinsch , 2008 ; Wright™,2014) , 2 3¢ T 4 5@ 15 BALBEA (A3 A TAE
AN RBR T I3EAE b  (CavazotteZE, 2014 ; AzadF1Salamoun, 2016 ) -

FrRICZ A, TARE @I T A BAME B BRBREA— ZEMA OS5 SRS BAFEINN
TAE#EEIT MG T MK B & B ERSIPL(Schlachterd,2017) B N Azl B &4 vz
AR 38 A0 2 i TR, 7 A R BT A 1) & 2 IS 2 (Piazza, 2007 ), PRI TAE 8470
Y & AT REIT AR B I I, TARE @ AT A E MAS 5 2 S A an it 72 R EUCT AR
AT A AR SRR R B 25 D) M AT 55, DL & A 602 58 (Maccormick %,
2012) ARHED FHEE i FE RS TAESU £ 5 M (42 5 (Davis, 2002) , AFE TAEFIAE
I A g 4L [R) 7K $H (Richardson AR othstein, 2008 ) .

YT, AN AR B2 ANBR 5 RS B RN 2 B A (0 55 D T A T o B o T AR
FE N MATEAE TARR R AEAEA 37 rid Ll 5 A 2 5 TARIE [FIRRI TAES A5 2 8
TR, ITFERMES A 5 TARO BT A AT B 52 S8 i T AR 2 A TR0 2380 A2 1mT A2 45

()RR LA T W TAEE @ TN

DIFF5 B 8 PIE | FARRE S MBS Mt BB S 0 B S, B 150 0l A 28 S 1) (B
25 ] BT 1 AR AR T AR 8T 0 N R B R A (S LR D) .

F1 TEEETAZKREIERAPHT

PRI LA FEATRE W K T AR AT i
FH5H 3P | Orlikowski(2000); AR S MR AR AT | 8 HRIE S A
it Schlosser(2002) DI ey A F GRS A FRBE
LR Hill%: (2003 ) ; Boudreau fll AT sh (G ] 221 A i =
e Robey (2005 ) ; Cousins il | Ff2s Sqm] | 25 BUAE AR IAMAKE | 4R T AR FESE Ry

Robey (2005) ke oy i
. . + AR ARk el | AN R 4a0R ] B £
B | Clark(2000) 15817 AR R AT ] 1 (M

GO RS A SCHIT TSR B

O EEER ML AE B e, 55390 IR 26 & RRBLGE T ) BB 400k (b IR BRI 26 K RIS 1414 )
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1A% B EhBS LA

5 0 ah A AR S b BE S W MEAEE 5 1 B A IR A A5 22 3 (Blumer,
1969 ), FIF A7 A9 A B 38 75 36 B #1020 33 45 55 5 3 A W sz By o LLAF 5 B 3h BEE (symbolic
interaction theory ) JFEA, 2= # T S MA— R I LA G AR S S5 TAEH LR
1180, J1R AT AMARTE TAE 81T R PR3- 28 5455 1945 B 1# 19F (Schlosser, 2002 ) o MACR HX
T AR AT A2 AW L [ FRINA B R A B B AR G 23k TR A At s AT
5, JE T E 98 A AT AR #2454 (Orlikowski , 2000 )

FRAE L ERE , Schlosser (2002 )6 TAE 4 17 4 BRI BEHE R B9 A5 4 DUA B B L ke
W1, AL I BN A IR I v 1 IRIE 4, A T S iR AR AL PR T AR AR s s
% (Schlosser, 2002 ) . [A]R , AR AR R BRI S AW 8 5 F 2t 28 R, &4
5 5 fth N A4S H 35 (Yates™, 1999 )  BLRHMADE ALLBEG R B BE , 2L — 2 I TEAE
Wl S IRV e 4 AT 245, LABRBUA B S g% T35, TRl A T R R bl AR A S A 1
AT 6] £ (0, B RS, BISE 7 RlA B BE (Schlosser, 2002 ) o SR T , AMATE A 23 PR TG0 S 2121 17
T2 0 HH R I A I AT R AT AR I 4, E A AL R 25 1 A2 (Schlosser, 2002 ) .

2. FIRRE SRS A

T AR AT M AR MG e b 2 L B A A B2 B AR BE 3l MBS (human agency theory )
WA BN, N RE S B A AS R B8 2540 () 28 AT AR Ak, J&— it A T R sl i
MMAA 240 EE 7] (EmirbayerfIMische, 1998 ) , NP Mead 2 (285, 46 S i RS A K 1
Sl 0 (Pentland FlFeldman, 2008 ) , AT 43 A 1A 0 B8 S2Be—PA0 1 =R (Emirbayer
FMische, 1998 ) . R Z2E 0 B0X — WA L T TARIE AT A 04T, S R AR TE AR [ R 3
) [ EBERE A 15 (Carroll, 2008 ) , 28 A T M 8] 978 Sh WA T BR A4 - 52 45 F i LA 1 RE 3
PEAS 22 22 A2k 2E (ChuMRobey , 2008 ) o TAEIE AT A & — FRE AT 428 3 1 838438 1 3
T2, BIASAAKFE I 22 A 2 00 ol FH A0 15 B AR IR A T 0 M B 4k 32 LA 2R JEA Ak 5254, B 8 )
SRR L A W7 AT AS BT e A B4 e AT ) AR 56 2 T2 1l (BoudreaufilRobey , 2005 ) .

A HillAE (2003 )R B [a] 72 . = 22 R A A A 5 i a] 23 (] A Il 45 = 4EBE Y TAE
AT MAELE (S LRI ) o o i e 2 B 5 AR T A0 B SE PP M RE s bt
13 T AR AT A A RS 1] 430 2R 5 5 A €t 88 4 B A e el e R v R A TAE AR TG 2 E A
0,5 23 6] 24 B |6 A A A (R 3% 238 5 H R 7E b A 85 TR AR A5 R 3% F2J (Cousins FIR obey

SEYEE 4
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A EEAE
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PURS A Bk BHEEE

ZORLSR IR Hill% (2003)
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2005) T, TAEZEA T AT IR T EAESL, a2 0] g 4t =4k 45T
BIFF AT N B 2R E 0 TAEAE TAERTR]  AE AT fo] Mo S BE R [F] =F L& P 1935 3l
(Jarvenpaa%,2005 ), BRI MA S AW ) 2 5 /1 {4,795 & (Richardson fiBenbunan-Fich,
2011),

3 A HLE A

AR AT A A G 1R 1) 2R 37 B 2 R B E A, i e DR A BN - i RS
(boundary theory )IA A, TAEFIGEE J& A4 LAY (1 A3, A A E S5 — sk Hp (R e R oA 1
W12 1% 3] 5 — 384 (Barnett, 1994) AR 30 AP AT 8 R AE T AE RS2 S (5] A BT 285482
IFHELT f A5 (Ashforth%5, 2000 ) , P A 5 A M SE U 5 (Clark, 2000) o5 HiT P AP ERIE I
FAANIR], BRERTT TAEE @A T W NI A, S A B S a9 FH T A ook 4h

FT DL b =R A AR AT S IR AR S TR A AT TR, AR AT o E
AMEARE L R A5 YT AT R AR R TR B ek SR — RIS IR —
FANE AN B S S8 B FoAt S AL At B AR S AR T F T T AR TAE RIS EE (]934
SRR, AR AR R B AR H 22 8 A €8 B AT RE

=. ITEEBITAHNEBENE

(—) TARZEAT A2
PATEBIFSE A3 8] 5 16] B AR ZS 8507 T TAR AT M AT T2 (S k) (B A7
HOAN R ) T AR AT A A T SEUEAR T
F2 TEEBEITHHEER

O | FEMRE | % A A
LG IV TAEH S R AN Bk % P\
Hill% FREIVS AR HE N G A Hb
(2003) A IO Hb R R FLA AL b L3 1o 2 ) i ) e e
s 5 SETAE
25 ] 516 AN SORL | K ] R A A A 5, SRR 4 SRR
Havnes PIBA T SOR | RS SR L0 %, 5 ] ) 9 1 5 e
u&w AT | RIPRTHAR L TR, TAE IR f {5 1 4 7 e
sz sy | ARG TR ML, AR by, e R
=
L AT R 2AEASR A T A SN [ PR R
WS 51T N
_ - PR HCAZE U B4 T AR T R 0250 TAE AR MR
I(’;a:)zoz;l) SEM ) HU AT
s DRI T 2 H O TE S 1 R T A B
L ASE0 A RE ST T
B FE W B AR B2 TP, FLEE PR 92 SUR0 A4 ESC it Fi 50
s v i g | I TERIVERBUR, DB SAAS SASUTAR T R,
FH B K48
Maccormick | Zhaks iy | T PSR HIOCH AT BESR A0 e ST A SR 5 5
s 2012) | BEFEREA 5 BRI RE T AR AT R , BEAS 22 PR e 2 Y T
P B R, A1 S 2 DR g T S O , OB AR B4
ﬁﬁ@_%g:NWﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁdy®%§E¢@ﬁ%@ﬁﬁJﬁﬁﬂﬂ
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() TARZEEAT A A I

PATEAT TR AT oA A SR B WFE AT 20 2R (S L3 ).
&3 TEEEITABRXMERR

e WA | e | T B
e RTAER (LAl (5 B A A BT | 607, A
Canefvatoour | BERIIREE || e 0 ISR Sty 7 | ST
{F FIEHL L AL R T
BoswellfilOlson- fg;@ig o | T AR AT | stk IR
Buchanan(2007) | 12’y MRpE 5 BRGNS IEAL TARR R | Bl
. \ NN GNRE T N
Richardsonfil | LI i s ST S0 [ sk, BB
Fieh(2011) 3% PEARER I SR At S im s, | F b
R W LA R T4 ARG ISR %
Park FFritz KA S TR I ZE R P R ARE S RS2 T | S0k DR
(2011) EEATHE |4 | R
. TR 2 PG EOREE SR TR | v s
FonnerFflIRoloff | 3@ A4 10 RS 1 R O 7}%/2‘:%%:75
(2012) H - —an i | 23
S giﬁgﬂ—*z;ﬁgﬁiﬁg{lﬁfﬁﬁgz 1l
ISR N Ri#% 20000, 0 1R i Boswe o n
s H Gadeyne& iﬁj@ﬁ%% F10lson-Buchanan (2007 ) A% 5 I &t FE %jﬁ,;gle{i,
(ke Tepfn (22 | ATV AR, | oo
K e R 2 it — R 22 Pt T L/ T4 gjjj‘(%o%,,,
s .
AR PERichardsonfIBenbunan-Fich(2011)
" ST S TR T |,
o5 o) | o |g | (IO i |
Ao SR A AR AR NS | o T
SCAR RSB S AT T35 24
iT, 1280
HRHERichardsonfliBenbunan-Fich(2011)
R BT, RIS AR |03
FRY I RS AR X5 I At e o
LA (2014, | TAEEETT “ BRI TAEAT M TEAS MO BT | Sk AR
2016) ¥ 3 LRI B B B TR | B
ST AT A ES I BT A e AR T AR
Wi, 5 T S B T (e
Bk FAE S T ST R s
O o e ok JEI A 2 2 5 L
HTHAY SIRERKZRO T TEFIIE | e et oo
FonmerfIRenn | K5yt |6 | W TR TL AIPHLOILES THLE ;j”::“fﬁﬁ L
H TAEFF N fo AR AL B 5 T AR s> | T
ik %
DerkeAiBakker | LIFFIER e FF M A i B, s | sk, hse ek
(o014} FHUEAT (4 [AdE(femei)) T AL B AR B | st 4
Yy BAREEREENT S o

GO RS AR OGS B B

— 5 1T, B A K 22 38 i FH R — 4 AR s LA AR A i 1 3R i i 4 st ) e il a4
TAEE 1T M AERI , BattFlValcour (2003 )% H 53 T 7E 5 FH A A5 1 25 A B T AR 5555 1135
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R AR R IGVE AT A e Rl 404k 1 38 A s 1] 5 B AR AT A
45 H (Boswell#ll0Olson-Buchanan, 2007 ) . i J&5 £ 5 VAT ST, A TAER ] 9 TAE &7 5
FEWTT & Hi 3K (RichardsonfliBenbunan-Fich, 2011 ) . M FE R E T B 4@ (55 AN, 55 2
T AR AT R 0B )5 ) o e b, A7 28 RS2 ) ) 9 ) R T AR A T A B E AL
GadeyneZ5 (2018 )V HFEIT T Boswell 51 & A 2 , SR FHAMATEE T AR [l FH T HL/ e i
TAERR N — K 2 FP AL T AR b Boke il iz A &

] P D 2 A 5 K 2 i FH AR R ol D S il ep e g i o =, O R AE — i R R AR ik
TS AETT o W5k R 55 (2013 AR [ Y AR SCAR AN 2J 45 25 S4B 00 T TR R P i s 28,
535088 5 ZR s AR T AR (R i TR 381 74 805 %, Cronbach’s ofi470.89.

Ty —J7 T, A2 T AR AT N A R 56 T 5L TR AT A R AT EE 2 5 (Derks Al
Bakker,2014) . lLRL A T B9 SEUEMF 53 K £ K F Derks fliBakker (2014) i 1 3 (41 Gombert 5,
2017) B TAEZE @ AT N4 K AP HAAFT K FennerFflRenn (2010 )W T & T 3 TH AR ST %b
FobE TART TN B3R A HG TR L SR R S 7E R B FHLTE A R AR T TAE 4%

ZE L MRS TF AR A T o0 I (5 A4S TR TA] 233 8] IR 8 45 R 242 LR e DY L (R
FARM B2 R 2 EAOS TESSSEZ NN Z AL EZ 08T, AR FiE—45
TRATZHE TAEEEAT R BVEFIAILE] o BRI , S 0 I e A 55 1 7E A R A Sl R & IR 2
YR e o T

M, TEEBITANETE.ERATEZREERIE

AHESE AT T DAAE G T TAES 8 AT 0 B9 SR o A3 1 TAEE @A T8 i PR AE
B(ZILE2), kBT AR AT R WA CAE AL I A4S 2 58 70 19 SRR 56, LA PIAL S o
BA )22 1 A 22 T R b AR S R R 2 R R T AL A

(— ) TAEZ AT R T AL

LA 2z

20 2 1% 38 SC A B 8 R A O 8 B {5 FH 38 15 A RN 1 28 b 2R TAR 1) SC AR Bl = ] 2
(FennerflRenn,2010) . 75 H.2h S IA R, iZ AL FIFLE I 25 | S AT AR 51 T T AR & @170
M B (55 (Schlachter?, 2017 ) FELH 2% 8 ST, B RSB0 P 2 AW & i
RN NS e A E i X AR AR U = VS U VA = B N VA S 1 R 2= D 7=l = [ W LK VA
(Reinsch?,2008 ) .FennerfIRenn (2004 )42 H 2 21 3% 38 SCAb & TAEE @A T M ) L RFHERRIEZ
—, Ja At 38 i LR ST R T W A (Fenner #lTRenn, 2010 ) , BI2H 2H 3% 38 SCAk 38 i3t [m) /A
Jit JI— 2 AU 3R g SR AN W i L O BRI, AT 38 3 D T AR 34 7 R A 500 ) o e &b
20 203 R 2 SS9 24/ 7 TAE I (B R 247N /85 8 7 R FR e ), VB TAEZER
A 5 T A AR TAEZ#E 17  (RichardsonfliBenbunan-Fich,2011) .

FAN P R BB 2 0 TS T AR 84T O Ir bl Y BE 25 4F (Sarker Ml Wells, 2003 )
[ B, 20 21 4 43 e S — R Al 2 1m) i 51 &t 1 5 2 R 2238 1 i W 2245 45 (Richardson il
Benbunan-Fich,2011) A TR 4 A H , AU 53 FE A T i A 8U% Bh i 45 TAE
Sai I AR S0, ERERUR L B B R RN T B IR R I, TAERIBA 3k 4140
MU PESR | 01 T 5 21 2R B S R it 23 ) 485 i T AR 338474 1977 4= (Piazza, 2007 )

2.A1BN)Z I

DA 2R3 /0 AT N2 TR ST T AR 8478 BT AL, A8 8 T 3248 S0Rs A A =
JE4 A K (RaghuramfIFang , 2014 ) AR HE FEARGESH LRSS, B\ 53 78 1 2 FHAE (5 BR TAE
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4| AR . TAEH (D
o %ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ ﬁ—?gﬁi LEZi3C] R TAESE D
é B 5 45 B | o ?%%;Rﬁfﬂ!iﬁ ®
4 Z 30 2 HALHAR (D
BRI > " RIRFEE (0
= @g&ﬁg‘ o BERR
. =l HIXZ] (5
B Eﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ : A BALRSE ()
B EN s TEWEE (D
B > TH—REEh BIRE O
. %ﬁ—;giﬁﬁﬁ ®
""" R v | TAE—EEERE
Rt  FEABSH® |
LEEZWE | -
S R/ BA R | # R AR ()
FIEscesiziiiiiiy = > THESEA (O
N ﬁ?&’gﬁ@? ) HAWRRRLE i ST O
23 Bl g v e TEZABR O,
B ZIzzzzzzzzzZzzzzd " HREKERER® |
w| BE HEEEHL L MEERC |
e | amisw/timn| || MEEREC
o el v o T EE ) |
C BRwmEE | | % Mo TEEETHO |
SRR FRAEE 2
R L e
TR [aairg PTf—xeTob] e |
o LfREEE

LE AT S A MBS IR AR T, + 3R B R, R8s
FORPR IR AT T B

2 TIEEBITARIERVIGIESR

H R AR, AT AT BER T ARIE @A 7o, (HA 2 S XA I BAR R HE S+ TAE A 7o
O AT R (Pérez25, 2004 ) o A U, , P A 3 2 SRR AR TR AT I sgm R R 2 —.
734h, Arlinghaus FiNachreiner(2014) & 31, 52 F2 45 (5 A1 A S RE A0 51 T 2380 S 4 % b 32 8y i FH 3
(R HARLE M A E] 58 1 TAEAE 55 .

3AMARZ I

COVRRRT 22 AT 1 R BRA AR 1) Z2 F B (R ) S T3 PR S RS SRR T 38 FL T AR 3@ A T 52
mi K1 2 (RichardsonfIBenbunan-Fich, 2011 ). & 5t , £ 5 i [A] B[] S 18 AN A8 ) T [6] Bk R4 T
TS5 s A REM IR SE R RE 1 (AR AR, 2014)  HA Z2 B [T () AR B
B AR A3 B A A BN N A B, 10376 22 B A €U B D308 , 12 T 2 6 b 4 B TR il P FR IR
PR FHLRIE 3 855 5 s TR 47 M (Turner®s , 2006 ; Reinsch¥%, 2008 ) . Hik , #7244
AR T 5 14 B3 T4 2 Sh i o 41 2 0 230 B85 5, PR T AR 1438174 (Duranova fl1Ohly ,
2016)  fJm , AN FEA RS ISR & TAE RIS E F (0 4 A2 B A AE 25 5, BDAR €8 50 50738 5 O
12 A —"Y(Gadeynes, 2018 ) . Olson-BuchananFBoswell (2006 ) 7R 86 TAE 4 84T 5
AR U A7 G, JRITE4S SR B R 4 €220 31 /I ASE A R BB R ) 1 B 0% TAEE @A T, i
U FR A DRI TR AR B AR TR S, B i B G i MA S A BRI 4 TAESHET
VSTl Yy LB, Sl [ G YR 1 B A A (Allen S, 2014 ) , X DAGE N T AR 3847 R 12

O FURAR A 58, TR A —AE & A R A AR AT 3 (Gadeyned:, 2018 )
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3R (Park%%,2011 ; Tennakoon%s, 2013 ) . 1M HAG 24-G- i A0 A8 T H0 02 TAE M S BE ST A0 9%
TR R FE %, RS R ) T T AR @A T 0 h 2 EA AN S5 (DerksSE,2016) ; 1A FH AT
DL AMARE B A G (8] S AT 55, A R T O B 9 TR0 17 (Kreiner®s, 2009 ) .
(2)hPLELHT 3K - OhlyHlLatour (2014)WF5E 1 AMAH) B T ShHLAIFE R SiHL5 TAF AT
[P R T AR BIE , TAEEEAT A RO TR B EShHL (P i 288 )
SR SIHLCH T ke AR slos e SRR MR BOE R T4 ), il A E ShLE R —Fh B e
PR A AR TR 7 8 R P T AR O B VS VR AY TS ZE (DuranovafllOhly, 2016 ) . Duranovafil

Ohly(2016)4& i , MR T B A 57 . H % iy ad B A5 0018 B 1R AR AR Rl S8 A Fek &2

PR SR TAETEEAT R BEA, i Al S U A POL A £ 9 53 T8 A 0] BE R I TAEE
AT A, LAl RS2 B 3R HROY B AR )78 22 (Boswell fllOlson-Buchanan, 2007 ) .

(3) 5 TAESREARA MR HZE AR AR TAEE @I T S TAESEE R
AR o B T 00 A A B 25 B R, JHE T LR 3 e 1) T A AR, SR BT AR AT M 1
AR (GRS, 2016)  TKIERIAE (2013 4Rt T 5 T TAE—5 B e 2 H T4 e

Ao IE A O B R TAR P OE S 53 T 2R g I T S5 A B IR A T A%,

RBCTARE AT ] 1 0] BEMER AR 740, 5 BEOR B i i AR AMAME B AR B TR
KW i R RE , 2 T AR AT O Y HE BN b (Lus , 2003 ) o AT 5 BB i 4 1 53

T R S R A R o o4k A5 13 A5 31T TAF %38 (Richardson flIBenbunan-Fich,
2011 ) o [RHs , A AN 8 B AR AT I 4 AR5 7 B 44 1 1) 52 ) HL T A 3% 38474 (FennerA1Renn,

2004; Diaz%F,2012) o o, B ARAT FH S A 1A O0T B AR FH A ok ) T A 38 4 1) J8 R R B
(TennakoonF,2013 ) o AN B4 ARAT MR 7 , 80T ) (8 38 A5 B SE L TAE 53R TAE
SR ] 4 ) (0 45 5 RilA (Ashforth%, 2000 ) , LR = TAESUA

(4) TAEAE S5 i o Lanaj &5 (2014 ) 32 1 TAERS I 5 TAEZE @A T ARG (HRFFR 45 4L i
H AL AR M TR, e i T A RGP R F TAEE AT 0 7= A 3R ) TAE2E
SR ANATE: 55 s i) F 2 W 256 T AR 4 R 7 A 7 ) %200 ( Tennakoon®, 2013 ) A, 3 i H 3
PERE AT REAEAS 51 T FRARIHE R TARE @A T8, el ReAR (i 53 T F TAEF] 25 R BT AE %38
77 (Mazmanian?%,2013 ),

(=) TAEZ AT M A E LI

PG T TARGE AT M E A5 R R K 2 NS A0 B2 Al T AR 84T A R BRI AT A
WIIENVEH (UnCavazotteds,2014) .

LA AR

(1) TAESR R R AR A HE , TR T A BE 4 & A AR [ 4k (1] 1) i1 98 B Pk
F3PE (Leung, 2011) , (A5 38 0] B8 YR 3 20 50 A 25 ( Duxbury 45, 2014) , A3 6 A R R
fiE 71 R G AR 234 5% (Haynes , 2008 ) X PP HIRE J1 2 52 T TAEH R T8 SR R R A &

P (Fujimoto&$,2016) , A By T 5t T 5280 TAEJEE ##] (Richardsonfll Thompson, 2012 ; Xie%%,
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Summary: The work connectivity behavior refers to the actions of individuals to use
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communication devices in engaging with work or colleagues anywhere during non-work time and taking
on multiple roles meanwhile. Its connotation is the self-socialization process through a series of
symbolic interaction between subjects and objects, which acts that individuals or teams manage, express
and interpret of a series of social symbols based on the experience of the past, current and future. With
the leaping progress of communication technologies and devices, work connectivity behavior has
become one of the research hotspots at home and abroad, but there is not a systematic review study
focusing on Chinese context. Therefore, it is necessary to fully understand the multidimensional and
complicated connotation of the work connectivity behavior, systematically excavate its causes and
outcomes and theoretically guide related human resource management policies.

This study systematically reviews the domestic and international research of the work connectivity
behavior and clarifies its connotation, theory, type, measurement and influence mechanism. First,
according to the maturity of communication technologies, this paper teases the connotation. The concept
of the work connectivity behavior originates in the change of telework on account of utilization of
communication technologies, and then some scholars point out its characteristics with individual
different voluntary involvement, multiple roles and so on. Second, this study analyzes the work
connectivity behavior from different theoretical perspectives. In details, based on the symbolic
interaction theory, human agency theory and boundary theory, the complex connotations of the work
connectivity behavior and behavior process are discussed from three angles including social, time and
context orientation. Third, this study classifies the types of the work connectivity behavior proposed by
previous scholars from the aspects of the spatial orientation and the individual involvement state. Fourth,
this study combs ten kinds of measurements and finds that prior studies can be divided into two
categories. One uses individual frequency or time of using technology to work in non-working time, and
the other considers it as a daily behavior rather than a specific habit to assess this behavior. Finally, this
study reviews and summarizes previous empirical studies about the work connectivity behavior and
analyzes its theoretical framework. We find its related influence mechanisms have not been fully
investigated, including that studies of antecedent mechanisms lack consideration of the team and
organization levels, and outcome factors are mostly limited to individual perspectives.

Based on the above analysis, this paper constructs some further directions of the work connectivity
behavior. First, future research needs to improve its theory of the work connectivity behavior combining
with the Chinese practical situation, and meanwhile develops its integrated multidimensional scale.
Second, we should pay special attention to expand the antecedent mechanism of the work connectivity
behavior, especially in the team and organization levels. Third, future research can fully explore the
outcome mechanism and boundary conditions and mainly focus on multilevel and hierarchical effects.
Team and organization level factors such as the flat organization structure, team cooperation, technology
innovation should be specially analyzed. Fourth, we should further explore the relevant mechanism from
the dynamic perspective such as the formation process of the work connectivity behavior and the
development dynamic of its relationship with other variables, and build the dynamic mechanism model.

Key words: work connectivity behavior; symbolic interaction theory; human agency theory; time-
space-context model; communication technology
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